United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.ttspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 


CONFIRMATION NO. 


09/410,483 


09/30/1999 


PARTHASARATHY SARANGAM 


042390.P7091 


6937 



7590 04/14/2005 

aloysius tc auyeung 

BLAKELY SOKOLOFF TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 
12400 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD 7TH FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90025 



EXAMINER 



WON, MICHAEL YOUNG 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2155 

DATE MAILED: 04/14/2005 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Offif*& Artifin 5?##/n#TiJj#T/ 

vff/UU ^lUlfU/f \JLs 1 1 II I lot y 


Application No. 

09/410,483 


Applicant(s) 

SARANGAM ET AL 


Examiner 

Michael YWon 


Art Unit 

2155 





The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 



Period for Reply 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Claims 1,16, 25, 27-29, and 32 have been amended and claims 31 and 34 have 
been cancelled. 

2. Claims 1 -9, 1 6-1 9, 25-30, 32-33, and 35 have been re-examined and are 
pending with this action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-7, 9, 16, 17, 1 9, 25-27, 29-30, 32-33, and 35 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Spencer (US 6,253,243 B1 ) in view of Chari 
et al. (US 6,425,006 B1). 
INDEPENDENT: 

As per claims 1,16, and 25, Spencer teaches a method (see col. 19, line 37) and 
an apparatus (see col.21 , line 24) comprising: detecting alert events on a client using a 
platform independent (see col.1 , line 60 to col.2, line 4) agent integrated with said client 
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(see col.1 , lines 32-59); reporting detected alert events by said platform independent 
agent to a remote alert proxy in a platform independent manner complemented by a 
platform type (see col.2, lines 18-65); receiving the detected alert events of a client 
device from an integrated platform independent agent (see Fig.1 ) of the client device by 
the server; obtaining an identifier to identify a class of platforms (implicit: see Fig.7 and 
col. 16, lines 55-67) from the reported detected alert event (see col.2, lines 18-65 and 
col.8, lines 1-3); mapping the identifier to a representation of a specific platform type 
from the class of identified platforms (see Fig.5, # 510 & Fig.7; col.7, lines 27-29; and 
col.8, lines 1-21); and translating said reported alert events to client specific control data 
via said alert proxy (see Fig.2; col.1 , lines 49-59: "management information server 
(MIS)"; col.2, lines 12-17; and col.1 9, lines 36-41) by referring to a platform specific 
section of an event description file using the mapped representation (see col. 9, lines 24- 
27). 

Spencer teaches not explicitly teach that the control data is a hardware control 
data. Chari teaches of hardware control data (see col.1, lines 64-67 and col.6, line 62- 
col.7, line 4). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ the teachings of Chari within the method, server and 
apparatus of Spencer by implementing hardware control data because Chari teaches of 
accessing variables related to hardware (see col.6, line 62-col.7, line 1) and one of 
ordinary skill in the art knows that failures or faults occur in both software and 
hardware, therefore such implementation allows network administrators to manage 
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networks more efficiently by handling not only software events but also hardware 
events. 

As per claims 27 and 32, Spencer teaches of a system and an article of 
manufacture comprising a machine readable medium having a plurality of machine 
readable instructions stored thereon, wherein when the instructions are executed by a 
processor, the instructions subscribe the processor to: receive a data packet containing 
a detected alert events of a device (see col.1 , lines 55-59 and col .6, lines 50-52) from 
an integrated platform independent agent device in a platform independent manner 
complemented with a platform type (see col .2, lines 18-65); parse the received detected 
alert event, according to an encapsulation protocol, to predetermined variables (see 
Fig.6; col.9, lines 32-35; col.11, lines 21-25; and col. 13, lines 5-9); assign values 
obtained by parsing the data packet to predetermined variables (see col.1, lines 55-59 
and col.1 3, lines 22-53); and translate said received alert events to platform specific 
(see col.1 6, lines 61-62) alert events, wherein the translating includes comparing the 
assigned values to an event description file to determine platform specific alert 
information (see col .2, lines 5-17 and col.9, lines 24-42). 

Spencer does not explicitly teach of reporting the platform specific alert 
information in a natural language. Chart teaches of reporting the platform specific alert 
information in a natural language (see Fig.5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ the teachings of Chari within the system and program of 
Spencer by implementing reporting the platform specific alert information in a natural 
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language because such' implementation gives a network administrator a user-friendly 
graphical representation of the status information about different components in a 
computer thereby giving the network administrator greater functionality (configure, 
manage, and display certain alerts) in resolving the alerts (see col. 3, line 66-col.4, line 
14). 

As per claim 29, Spencer teaches of a system (see title) comprising: a computing 
device having a management application (see Fig.1 , #106) and an alert proxy (see 
col. 7, lines 62-65), the alert proxy to translate command data received from the 
management application into device-specific control data (see col.7, lines 27-31), 
wherein the translating includes determining an identifier to identify a class of platforms 
(implicit: see Fig. 7 and col. 16, lines 55-67) and using the identifier to reference an event 
description file (see col .2, line 52 to col .3, line 20); and an other computing device 
coupled to the computing device having a platform-independent (see col.1, line 60 to 
col.2, line 4) alert detection element to report detected alert events to the computing 
device (see Fig.1 and col.1, lines 32-59). 

Spencer does not explicitly teach of reporting in a natural language. Chari 
teaches of reporting in a natural language (see Fig.5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ the teachings of Chari within the system and program of 
Spencer by implementing reporting the detected alert information to the computing 
device in a natural language because such implementation gives a network 
administrator a user-friendly graphical representation of the status information about 
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different components in a computer thereby giving the network administrator greater 
functionality (configure, manage, and display certain alerts) in resolving the alerts (see 
col. 3, line 66-col.4, line 14). 
DEPENDENT: 

As per claim 2, Spencer further teaches wherein detecting said alert events on 
said client further comprises detecting alert events while said client is in a reduced 
function state (see col.6, lines 36-38). 

As per claim 3, Spencer further teaches wherein said reduced function state 
includes an operating system hung state (see col .2, lines 22-27). 

As per claim 4, Spencer further teaches wherein reporting said detected alert 
events further comprises: composing a network data packet (see col. 16, lines 20-24), 
said network data packet including an event code (see col.7, lines 27-31 ); and 
transmitting said network data packet including said event code to said remote alert 
proxy (see col.7, lines 42-48). 

As per claim 5, Spencer further teaches wherein composing said network data 
packet comprises encapsulating said network data packet according to at least one of a 
plurality of encapsulation protocols including a remote management and control protocol 
(RMCP) and a simple network management protocol (SNMP) (see col.2, lines 13-17). 

As per claim 6, Spencer further teaches wherein said event code includes a 
BIOS POST code (see col.7, lines 5-15: <generic-trap> Table). 

As per claims 7, 1 7, and 26, Spencer further teaches wherein said translating 
(see col.7, line 66 to col.8, line 1 and col.9, lines 24-25) said reported or received alert 
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events to platform specific events (see col .7, lines 27-31 ) by said alert proxy further 
comprises referencing a description data file using said platform type (see col.9, lines 4- 
7). 

As per claims 9 and 19, Spencer further teaches wherein referencing said 
description data file comprises referencing one of a management information format 
(MIF) file (see col. 4, lines 48-52) and a management information block (MIB) file (see 
col. 8, lines 5-1 7 & 35-46). 

As per claim 30, Spencer further teaches wherein the alert detection element 
further to receive the translated command data and using the translated command data 
to set or clear registers within the other computing device (see col.2, lines 28-33). 

As per claim 33, Spencer further teaches wherein comparing the assigned values 
further includes determining whether the alert message describes a simple event, 
compound event, or a software event (see col.2, lines 22-27). 

As per claim 35, Spencer further teaches wherein assigning values obtained by 
parsing the data packet further comprises obtaining an identifier to identify a platform 
type corresponding to the alert message (see col.7, lines 27-31). 

4. Claims 8, 18, and 28, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Spencer (US 6,253,243 B1 ) and Chari et al. (US 6,425,006 B1 ), and still further in 
view of Regnier et al. (US 5689708A). 

Spencer and Chari do not explicitly teach wherein referencing or reporting said 
description data file comprises referencing or reporting a plain text "ini" file. Regnier 
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teaches wherein referencing said description data file comprises referencing a plain text 
"ini" file (see col.2 lines 45-49). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to employ the teachings of Regnier within the system of Spencer 
and Chari, by making the data files be of a plain text "ini" file, because "ini" files are 
commonly used in servers in applying restrictions upon clients, thus making the system 
of Spencer more versatile and also prevents further harm to the client system. 



Response to Remarks 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,16, and 25 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Spencer (US 6,253,243) teaches 
the element of translating events to specific control data, but Spencer does not 
specifically teach of "hardware control data", although one of ordinary skill in the art 
would imply that such is the case. However a newly discovered reference Chari et al. 
(US 6,425,006 B1 ) teaches the limitation of "hardware control data" and makes 
reference to accessing variables of hardware by identification means. Therefore, claims 
1, 16, and 25 have been rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Spencer in view of Chari. 

Similarly Chari teaches the missing element of the amended claims 27, 29, and 
32 and therefore the arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 
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For the reasons above, all pending dependent claims remain rejected. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Y Won whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3993. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th: 7AM-5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Michael Won 




HOSAIN ALAM 

^ 'FST/ISOTY PATENT EXAMINER 




April 11, 2005 



